Abstract A key challenge in sustainable tourism is to develop economically viable enterprises that provide livelihood benefits to local communities while protecting indigenous cultures and environments.
Introduction and conceptual framework
There has been a huge upsurge of interest in tourism that takes into account the public sensitivities and concerns about the environment, communities, and sustainability. The terms employed to describe such tourism philosophies include ecotourism, pro-poor tourism, community tourism, sustainable tourism, responsible tourism, and community benefit tourism (Goodwin, 1996; Mowforth and Munt, 1998; Swarbrooke, 1999; World Wildlife Fund, 2001; Reid, 2003; Hall and Brown, 2006; Simpson, 2008) . Such neologisms are based on the premise that tourism in a Ashley and Hussein, 2000; Brock, 1999; Carney, 1999; Nichol, 2000; Turton, 2000; Department for International Development, 2001) As a recognized and well-used qualitative tool in international development, participatory methods of data collection involving the community are one of the pillars of the livelihood assessment methodology described in this paper. The potential benefits of participatory approaches are manifold (Mukherjee, 1993; Bond, 2001) , though much debated (Mosse, 1994; Nelson and Wright, 1995; Cooke and Kothari, 2001; Brock, 2002) . They have been acknowledged by the World Bank (1994 and 1996) as an important instrument for improving the quality, effectiveness, and sustainability of projects and strengthening the ownership and commitment of stakeholders. Participatory assessment, if appropriately used, retains its useful elements and provides a valuable tool by which communities or 'impactees' may express their feelings and knowledge, impart factual information, and actively contribute to the process of assessment (Mayoux, 2001; Chambers, 2002) .
An SLF provides a structure for collecting, analysing, and integrating detailed household and community-level data to assess economic, cultural, and environmental components of the impacts of interventions on rural livelihoods. Livelihoods analysis can also be carried out without the use of a formal SLF by using the underlying principles of an SL approach to impact assessment (Scoones, 1998; Ashley and Hussein, 2000; Brock, 1999; Carney, 1999; Department for International Development, 2001) . This approach combined with a quantitative household-level survey methodology makes it possible to produce quantitative data and a differentiated analysis resulting in deeper and more rigorous research.
An integrated methodology
The very nature of livelihoods and impact factors makes eclecticism a vital characteristic when considering methods for the assessment of livelihood impacts. A combined approach will assist in the understanding of household and community economy and assets (Nichol, 2000; Turton, 2000; Department for International Development, 2001; Simpson, 2008) . Although the importance of, for example, surveys and the quantitative analysis of data must not be overlooked, qualitative research methods lend themselves to analysis in many ways. Insights may be conceived and be more easily comprehended using a qualitative approach. Not all factors can be measured quantitatively. Behavioural changes are more easily captured qualitatively, as are issues of power structure, social justice, group dynamics, exploitation, and domination. The description of processes is also more easily accessible through qualitative analysis (Ali, 2002; Phillimore and Goodson, 2004) . The intricacies and complexities inherent in live-lihood impact analysis demand the use of combined methods and also enable the cross-checking and triangulation of findings, the complementary analysis of results, the analysis of disparate opinions, and the ability to go beyond considering immediate causality and look into perceptions, directions, and sources of relevant change and impacts (Ali, 2002; Briedenhann and Wickens, 2002) . The methodology described herein follows similar participatory lines to those described by Ashley, (2002) , although significantly augmented by more detailed and sequenced participatory techniques. The methodology also extends and enhances SL approaches through the use of a household-level survey and the semi-structured interviewing of a purposeful subset sample which, when integrated with the livelihoods analysis, provides a robust assessment and monitoring tool. An integrated assessment protocol can be divided into a seven-stage process ( Figure 1 ).
Review literature and collect baseline data An essential starting point for any integrated assessment should be a thorough review of the literature (including grey literature such as unpublished documents and electronic data) and the collection of baseline statistics for the purposes of contextualizing the assessment, drawing on all available resources: electronic, archived documents in the field or administrative centres of the study location. Information should be gathered from general literature, tourism financial documents, environmental impact assessments, and any previous surveys for review and analysis of the local context. The review should include general literature and empirical data including previous relevant research results, financial data, environmental impact data, historical survey data, community asset audit data, and any plans relevant to rural communities.
For a chosen study site, a fine-scale analysis of policy, ecology, and sociocultural background should be carried out taking into account the nuances of operation, structure, funding, stakeholders, and implementation. Potential determinants of the outcomes of a given initiative should be documented through the creation of SL matrices (Uganda Community Tourism Association, 2000). These determinants may include factors such as the value of wildlife or other tourist attractions, competition from alternative tourist facilities, local population density, characteristics of institutional and community structures, organizational structure of tourism initiatives, the nature, spending pattern, and activities of tourists coming to the study sites, degree of community involvement in the initiative, levels of literacy, skills and education in the community, patterns of employment in the initiative, and alternative job opportunities (Ashley, 2000b) . The presence or absence of public/private partnerships and the differing roles of the various actors should be documented, including the role of NGOs and whether or not it is dependent on external funding.
Stakeholder analysis and key informant interviews
There is immense value in gaining qualitative information from key individuals within communities and from assessing the role of different stakeholders in a given initiative. Typically, this information should be gathered through semi-structured interviews that identify and assess the priorities, needs, goals, and requirements of key people that may significantly influence the initiative and impact on the livelihoods of the community. These key stakeholders could include community leaders, entrepreneurs, government officials, NGO employees, and typical representatives of major sources of livelihoods within the community, which are directly (e.g. craft makers) or indirectly (e.g. hunters) influencing or influenced by the tourism industry. To ensure a representative sample of livelihoods within the key informant interviews, a purposeful subsample of individuals from the household survey (discussed subsequently) could be chosen for more in-depth analysis (Figure 1,2b) . The results of these key informant interviews can be combined with the data from the SL matrix to analyse the roles of important stakeholder groups in the tourism initiative.
The livelihoods impacts specific to the initiative and distribution of livelihoods opportunities and benefits should be measured and an analysis carried out on the ways that informants respond to any livelihood enhancement initiatives, e.g. changes in increased primary school education provision, changes in health care, tenure reform, land/share allocation, enhanced infrastructure, enhanced transparency and financial controls in benefit distribution, and any relevant conservation policies such as multiple land use, game reserve-adjacent communities, and National Park-adjacent communities. Key informant interviews from the purposeful subsample should incorporate a more detailed and in-depth analysis of household composition, income generation, and budget; individual and household receipts; food security; livelihood capital; individual and household activities; livelihood changes; and of who receives benefits and costs (e.g. gender, age, poverty level) and how the household uses any income derived from tourism that is earned individually and/or collectively.
Household survey (questionnaire)
A quantitative survey questionnaire should be designed to assess the livelihood impacts of the initiative on the wider community. If designed appropriately (e.g. a representative sample drawn from a rigorously defined sampling frame) the data can be used to extrapolate the economic and social impacts to the whole community. To enable ease of completion of the questionnaire and to assist in the effective analysis of the data, a ranking scale could be used for the quantification of attitude data, along with a series of closed questions and forced choice questions to verify and analyse the characteristics, perceptions, and requirements of the sample respondents more easily. Likert data can be regarded as interval scale for the purposes of statistical analysis (De Vaus, 2001) . Adequate provision should also be made for respondents to provide additional qualitative information if they so desire, after completion of the structured questionnaire.
The initial survey of household livelihoods should determine household composition, primary economic activity, education levels present in the household, livelihood assets, duration of residence, food security, consumables, budget, dependence on tourism, and other income generating activities. The survey should run concurrently with the participatory activities outlined below.
Participatory processes
A number of Participatory Rapid Appraisal (PRA) techniques should be continued throughout the life cycle of a project (in some cases, maturing into long-term participant observation). Techniques that could be used include: site transects; historical mapping; asset mapping; 'H' diagrams; likes, dislikes, and changes ranking; priority ranking; and participant observation (SEI, 1998; Guy and Inglis, 1999; Ashley and Husein, 2000; Mayoux, 2001; Guy et al., 2002; Kerka, 2003) . PRA would also merge naturally into a forum through which the research findings can practically inform and affect policy and implementation. It should be emphasized that this is not designed to be a rigid template, more a flexible approach that can mould and adapt to the needs of the researcher, the environment, and the project concerned.
SL analysis
A key stage in the development of an integrated assessment strategy is to conduct an SL analysis, underpinned by principles of an SLF and largely based upon the qualitative information from the key informant interviews, participatory processes, and the qualitative and subjective elements the household survey. Typically, the analysis consists of a systematic series of tables and matrices that outline the key impacts (both positive and negative) of initiatives on rural livelihoods. Candidates for important impacts include business and employment opportunities, collective benefits, capacity building, and empowerment, environmental and socio-cultural impacts, and influences on policy and planning. The analysis provides results in a form that can be readily compared and that can later be synthesized into key impacts on livelihoods (Ashley et al., 2001 ).
Analysis of quantitative data
Qualitative and conceptual analysis of processes should be closely followed by quantitative analysis and statistical modelling (where appropriate) of the relative importance of the different factors that emerge as major determinants of livelihood outcomes. Given the degree of socio-economic, cultural, political, ecological, and environmental complexities involved, qualitative and conceptual understanding of processes and linkages represent a fundamental first step. Once the qualitative framework is established and tested, quantitative analysis and statistical modelling should help identify which of a wide range of factors are relatively more or less important in enhancing benefits for rural livelihoods in communities facing different combinations of opportunity and constraint.
Modelling should centre on investigating the relative importance of different empirical associations underlying the patterns observed in the quantitative and associated qualitative data, in types and levels of poverty, and the degree of reliance on tourism by the different cultural groups in contrasting policy zones. These analyses should help identify and evaluate the relative importance of factors affecting impacts and allow prediction of broad qualitative outcomes across other combinations of circumstances. Testing these predictions and evaluating their applicability across a wider range of systems should ultimately assist the further development of tourism in a community setting.
Synthesis of qualitative and quantitative data
The synthesis of qualitative and quantitative data is important in order to provide additional depth and breadth and a richer understanding of the data gathered in the assessment process (McGee, 2000; Kanbur, 2001; Briedenhann and Wickens, 2002; Lawson et al., 2006) . The two approaches synthesized have clear advantages, providing a level of triangulation, and complement each other by sequencing qualitative and quantitative information. In addition, they assist in the development and confirmation of hypotheses and facilitate the explanation of unexpected or more complex information (Chung, 2000; Marsland et al., 2000) .
A number of approaches to synthesis can provide satisfactory results across a variety of disciplines. The use of an SL analysis as a component of the integrated assessment protocol contributes to the combination of qualitative and quantitative data but at this final stage of the methodology, the most appropriate technique for synthesizing qualitative and quantitative data is narrative summary (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Abbott, 1990; Carvalho and Whyte, 1997; Mays et al., 2001; Dixon-Woods et al., 2005; Weed, 2005; Roen et al., 2005) . The narrative summary approach involves the ordering of primary evidence (sometimes selected) coupled with commentary and interpretation. This approach is that it is flexible and can cope with a large evidence base comprising diverse evidence types, and it is more accessible to those who may use the findings of the integrated assessment process (Roen et al., 2005) . The key potential problem (lack of transparency due to the selection of data) can be dealt with by reference to and incorporation of data from the variety of assessment methodologies employed in the integrated process and the use of SL analysis as an additional instrument in the synthesis. Used in this way, the narrative technique offers an effective method to deal with, analyse, and explain the complexities and dynamics of impacts on livelihoods and their underlying intricacies.
Theory to practice: two pilot case studies in Maputaland, KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa
The protocol was tested in two case studies in South Africa, Rocktail Bay Lodge and Ndumo Wilderness Camp, located in Maputaland, northeastern KwaZulu-Natal (KZN) (Figures 2 -5 ). Both are nature-based tourism lodge initiatives operated by a private safari company and are community -private -public partnerships; local residents and the park authority became shareholders in the lodges at their inception. The communities involved in each of the initiatives, the Mathenjwa in the case of Ndumo Wilderness Camp and the Mqobela in the Rocktail Bay Lodge initiative, are rural based, with approximately 1000 households and 200 households respectively in the community areas adjacent to the reserve where the tourism initiative is located. During the first stage, the collection of baseline data/literature review, considerable relevant data were gathered concerning both study sites by making contact with stakeholders such as the KZN Tourist Board, the local police, and health and education officials and obtaining archive Figure 4 Rocktail Bay Lodge Figure 5 Ndumo Wilderness Camp materials, in both electronic and paper format. Informal interviews were held with representatives of the tourism operator, and also with the KZN Nature Conservation Service officials, the Inkosis and Ndunas (community leaders), and the elders in each relevant community. Some problems were encountered due to a lack of available data, such as the exact population size, specific figures on health and education records, income levels, and the number of people in households. This was to be expected due to the location of the study sites and the rural nature of the setting, but despite these constraints, an acceptable baseline profile was established of the tourism initiatives and their respective communities.
This initial profile was significantly augmented by subsequent stages that were conducted simultaneously. First, in stage 2, following the further identification of key informants, semi-structured interviews were held with all of those identified at each study site. The interviewees are described in Table 1 , which combines some of the key informants, as they were applicable to both initiatives. Qualitative information was gathered to improve knowledge of the initiative, its operations, and its perceived impacts on aspects of the communities' livelihoods. In stage 3, a structured household questionnaire was developed and split into several thematic sections: house and household, health, education, food security, savings, borrowings, household budget, and income, and lastly facilities, infrastructure, environment, and general information. The questionnaire was translated into the local language, IsiZulu, to assist potential respondents in their understanding of the questions and to better facilitate the implementation of the survey and collection of relevant information; the questionnaire was then piloted and further refined. A survey response sheet was also designed so the information gathered could be recorded in an organized manner. Since no official documentation existed, the sampling areas (the communities) were surveyed and the location and number of households were recorded and coded. Huts, houses, and compounds were numbered and a random sample of approximately 17 percent of the households in the Mathenjwa community and approximately 40 percent of the households in the Mqobela community were selected for the implementation of the questionnaire.
The quantitative data collected were subjected to analysis in stage 6 using SPSS version 14.0 computer software. Questions were designed in the survey document to give adequate opportunity for the respondents to provide data on changes in level of assets, house construction, size, and dates of acquisition of a range of possessions including furniture and any consumer items.
Using the questionnaire, information on the levels of health and education present in the communities' households was gathered and assessed. Questions were based on frequency of visits by household members to the health clinic or doctor over the past year, month, and week. Data were also gathered on the ailments or reasons that most commonly caused the visits to the health clinic or doctor. Similarly, for education levels within the household, questions in this section were based on the frequency of school attendance by school-aged household members in the past month and week. Data were gathered on the number of household members who had reached the end of primary school education (class seven/standard five in the Republic of South Africa's education system). The information gathered through the questionnaires concerning health and education was supported by information collected from the health clinics, department of health, and from schools in the local area.
A series of questions were posed to the households concerning food security. The questionnaire gathered data on each household member and the average number of meals they consumed in a twenty-four-hour period, and the number of meals consumed in the last twenty-four hours.
The survey also collected detailed information on what each of the household members' last three meals consisted of, whether there had been a change in the number of meals per day consumed in the household, and if so when that change took place. The overwhelming majority of people in both communities had an average of three meals in a twenty-four-hour period and had consumed three meals in the last twenty-four hours. The meals mostly consisted of a mixture of 'pap' (maize porridge) and beans, or 'samp' (coarsely ground boiled corn maize), with one of the three meals in an average twenty-four-hour period being tea and bread; less common was the inclusion of rice and meat or rice and meat curry. In both the Mathenjwa and the Mqobela communities, the average number of meals consumed by household members according to respondents had never changed significantly.
In stage 2b, semi-structured interviews were conducted with a purposeful subsample of individuals from the household survey for more in-depth qualitative analysis. This subsample was selected by consulting the results of the household survey; the individuals were chosen so as to be representative of the range of livelihoods present in the original sample of the community in the study site. These data were collated and tabulated along with other qualitative information into livelihood matrices for analysis. In stage 4, two participatory events were held in each community to provide forums in order that as large a number and as wide a spectrum of the community as possible were able to take part in the assessment process, articulate their feelings, beliefs and knowledge. Prior to the participatory events to augment an understanding of the villages' characteristics and assets transects of the study sites were conducted by car and on foot (SEI, 1998) . Initially, transects were conducted in order to provide a familiarization of the village and community areas. After the participatory events, further transects were conducted to confirm the location and features of the range of assets relevant to the SL of the communities.
The participatory events were attended by between 70 and 100 people on each occasion (Plates 1 and 2) . A number of techniques were used to enable people to express and share information and to appraise opinions and perceptions. The techniques included asset mapping and community mapping (Mayoux, 2001; Guy et al., 2002; Kerka, 2003) ; the participants drew maps of their community illustrating the position of those structures and locations within the village that the members of the community perceived as assets such as households, roads or tracks, water supply, schools, health clinics, shops, community buildings, the tourism initiative, any boundaries, and natural assets, for example, the sea, a lake, rivers, or a forest (see examples in Figures 6 and 7) . The maps enabled the collection of a range of qualitative data such as people's localities, resources, social institutions, wealth, and status. To assist in establishing trends, events, and changes in the community in a chronological framework on the reverse of the asset maps, members of the community participated in a historical mapping process. They created a timeline placing events that they perceived as important At the events, members of the community also participated in other PRA techniques such as the creation of an 'H-Diagram', a variation of the 'H-Form' introduced by Guy and Inglis, 1999 . A large 'H' was drawn on approximately ten large pieces of flipchart paper along with a question being discussed which was written in the top centre area of the H-diagram, the question was simple and focused; in the case of Mqobela community, one of the questions was 'How do you feel about Rocktail Bay Lodge?'. At the left end of the centre line of the 'H', a 'not good' or sad face was drawn, at the other end a 'very good' or happy face was drawn. A scale of 1 -10 was then drawn on the horizontal centre line of the 'H'.
The papers were distributed to small groups of people at the event and the individuals in each group circled the number that they felt best expressed their feeling about the lodge. Simultaneously, the members of each group also wrote 'good things' about the lodge on pink pieces of paper and placed them on the left of the 'H', they wrote 'bad things' about the lodge on blue pieces of paper and placed them on the flipchart paper to the right of the 'H'. Finally, the participants wrote 'things they would like to change' on yellow pieces of paper and placed them in the centre of the 'H' below the horizontal line (Figure 8 ). Comments in each section of the 'H' were then ranked by the different groups in terms of their priority. This technique was used for other simple questions focused on how those participating in the events in the case studies felt about Figure 8 An Example of an H-Diagram by Members of Mqobela Community their village, reserve, and tourism initiative. After the events, the comments resulting from the process were collated and grouped by themes; summary results of the most common are given in Table 2 .
The qualitative data collected in stages 2a, 2b, and 4 were combined in order to complete stage 5, the Sustainable Livelihoods Analysis (SLA). Drawing on earlier livelihoods analyses and discussion of livelihoods including work by Scoones, (1998 ), Carney, (1999 , and Ashley (2000a and , the analysis was conducted by integrating the summary data into a series of matrices focusing on categories of impacts on the communities' livelihoods, assets, and activities that are characteristic of tourism initiatives. Livelihoods Analysis matrices included: Positive and Negative Impacts of the Tourism Initiative on Livelihoods, Key Impacts on Livelihoods 'Outcomes', Barriers to Participation in Tourism, (including lack of human and financial capital), and the Financial Earnings of the Community.
For the purposes of this paper, summary results of the SLA showing the impact of the tourism initiatives on community and individual livelihood assets are given in Table 2 using a simplified matrix based on the five livelihood assets identified in early work on SL (Chambers and Conway, 1992 ; Department for International Development, 1997; Scoones, 1998; Ashley, 2000a) .
Conclusions
With the continual growth of a more 'politically correct' tourism sector and the challenges presented by climate change in developing countries along with poverty reduction and community development objectives, it has become increasingly important to measure more accurately the sector's impacts on communities and their livelihoods (United Nations, 1992 World Bank, 1996; United Nations World Tourism Organization, 2004 , 2005 , 2007 Simpson, 2008) .
Two case studies were conducted to test the implementation of an integrated assessment protocol presented. Perhaps, unsurprisingly, the case studies showed that the tourism initiatives had affected community development and the communities' livelihoods and assets in both positive and negative ways. Although the positive impacts generally seem to outweigh the negative, the financial benefits are limited to select a few households who have members directly employed. Other livelihood assets such as physical assets (e.g. infrastructure) have improved only marginally and these improvements have not met the expectations of the community or the tourism industry stakeholder. Improvements in human resource assets are also limited to those few who have been trained for work in the lodges, although some gender empowerment took place in the Mathenjwa community as a result of the curio shop being built and a group of women taking on the manufacture of products to sell there. Any benefits in social capital and natural resource assets seem to have been offset by negative impacts such as conflicts (internal and external), mistrust, allegations of misuse of funds, and restrictions in access and use of the game and coastal reserves. Identifying changes and impacts, establishing whether impacts are present as a result of a tourism initiative or some other factor and what the extent of those impacts may be is a challenging process. On examination of the protocol in the wake of implementation at the case study sites, it is clear that using the approach is extremely demanding on resources; time, human resources, and financial support are all areas that require significant commitment in order to conduct a thorough assessment. The livelihoods approach and the steps outlined in the protocol provided a logical and effective framework within which to capture information; the combination of a quantitative household survey, analysed with computer software (SPSS 14.0), and specific qualitative participatory techniques coupled with a wide range of semi-structured interviews and a series of tourism-specific livelihoods matrices took the analysis beyond the generalities of an SL framework and scrutinized as far as possible the actualities of the effects that the tourism initiatives have had on the communities and their livelihoods.
However, limitations were experienced in the availability and collection of baseline data with which to evaluate the nature and the rate of impacts and changes in the community since the inception of the tourism initiatives. In addition, it proved difficult in some instances to categorically establish the cause of an impact on the community and whether the presence or actions of the tourism initiative affected the change in any way. The 'knock-on' or secondary effects of the tourism initiative were also difficult to establish and attribute. In order to address these problems, comprehensively long-term studies are required. The protocol should be implemented again at the site after an appropriate period of time (between two and five years) has passed to allow impacts (positive and negative) to become clearer and hence the analyses more accurate.
The participatory events and techniques used in the approach were devised to be inclusive, to offset the inherent elitism present in the communities due to the long-established tribal hierarchies and to ensure they were spatially and temporally replicable. Although resource-intensive, it proved important to pay particular attention to the techniques as a mechanism for ensuring the representation of less vocal groups or individuals within the community and to explore areas of consensus as some participants in the events were initially quiet and uninvolved. Participatory techniques have been criticized in the past for having technical limitations (Mosse, 1994; Nelson and Wright, 1995; Cooke and Kothari, 2001) , but the techniques used in this approach were clearly sequenced, discussion focused, progressive, replicable, and led to both evaluation and points for action being recorded. Using the techniques in this way, combined with the household survey and the key informant interviews, the approach overcame any possible technical limitations. The events were highly effective in engaging the community members, helped to embrace complexity, recognize multiple realities, and prioritized the livelihood realities of the community. The second participatory event in each community served as a validation of the preliminary event, enabled the cross-checking and triangulation of findings, the complementary analysis of results and the analysis of disparate opinions.
As the approach requires considerable resources, methods for streamlining the implementation process needs to be considered. Further testing and use of the protocol are required to ensure that the approach is replicable in other geographical areas and with communities that are experiencing the presence of other types of tourism initiatives such as differing operations, ownership structures, and longevities. In the course of conducting more assessment case studies to ensure replicability and consistency, strategies for streamlining the approach could be developed such as flexible templates for household surveys and semi-structured interviews, training programmes for practitioners and field workers, and clear sets of instructions for conducting the assessment protocol stages. These strategies would not only streamline the protocol but also assist in the reliability of the approach.
Further improvements to the protocol could also be made by the addition of a final eighth stage designed to integrate the results specifically for action plans, decision-making and policy development. This could be achieved by conducting a gap analysis using the data collected in the baseline study results from the analyses and those changes desired by the community recorded and gathered in the participatory events. In this way, the approach will not only evaluate the impacts of a tourism initiative on community development and livelihoods but also identify specific areas for community benefit and the role of stakeholders in enhancing positive impacts. This approach could also assist funding reviews and the policy-making processes of non-governmental organizations, governments, and private investors interested in benefiting communities through tourism.
Livelihoods are complex and multifaceted, and individual methodologies to assess impacts on community development and SL all have their weaknesses and drawbacks. Tourism often requires the involvement of a range of infrastructure and the provision of services from a variety of other industry sectors. It comprises many different types of ownership structure, various levels of employment, an assortment of secondary or 'knock-on' financial and livelihood impacts on communities, and takes place in a multitude of geographical and spatial contexts. A replicable, consistent, and flexible, eclectic approach for evaluation using an integrated assessment protocol is therefore essential to mitigate the variety of methodological weaknesses and properly address the multifarious issues. A combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies collated and then culminating in a thorough synthesis of the data would therefore seem to be the means to approach the analysis of impacts of tourism on communities and their livelihoods in a more pragmatic way. The approach presented here provides a coherent analytical framework with which to assess impacts, and where other methodologies for tourism impact assessment have often focused on questions to answer and information to collect, the approach presented here also provides more structured guidance on how to collect and synthesize information. If adopted, this integrated assessment protocol will allow for standardization of tourism impact assessment.
